The global civil society is often regarded as a progressive moral force that provides advocacy and protection of marginalized groups in the global political arena. Nevertheless, departing from the belief that civil society has great power and influence over global dynamics, it 
INTRODUCTION
Heralded as a progressive moral force or defender of the weak and marginalized, global civil society's rise in the global political arena is generally seen in a positive light and its legitimacy rarely positioned as an object of academic inquiry. This essay neither seeks to reproduce this over-glorification of global civil society or propose a complete denial of all of the good works that they have done in various fields; promotion of human rights and environmental norms, injection of a gender-sensitive perspective, and others.
Instead, what this essay seeks to do is discard the normative protective cloak normally worn by global civil society, and as Mercer (2002) puts it, see them for who they actually really are instead of what they are often imagined to be. Specifically, this essay answers Hahn and Holzscheiter's (2013) call for a deeper interrogation into global civil society's legitimacy claims, specifically ones which are directly related to their relationship with the 'weak and marginalized', or in other words those whom they call their 'beneficiaries'.
Although the focus of this essay is on International Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs) as the most prominent category of global civil society (Gemmill & BamideleIzu, 2002; Willetts, 2010) , this essay accepts that INGOs are not the sole component of global civil society and thus accept that its conclusions may be limited to this type of actor. That limitation notwithstanding, this essay hopes to underscore how global civil society wields strong discursive and also now material power, and that it would potentially be catastrophic for scholars and policymakers to falsely perceive them as inherently good-natured beings whose global ascendance can or should go completely unchecked.
Ultimately, this essay argues that INGOs' problematic representation of and lack of accountability to their beneficiaries, which are endogenously and exogenously-driven, have caused NGOs to come under attack from the very people they claim to speak for and defend. Thus, their legitimacy claims are rendered unjustified on the basis of both empirical and normative grounds. In the first section, conceptual definitions of what this essay means by 'global civil society', 'INGOs' and their legitimacy claims are served.
Next, this essay interrogates INGOs' representations of their 'weak and marginalized' beneficiaries, and argues how they are normatively problematic for reproducing a North/South hierarchy, not firmly grounded in the real demands of beneficiaries as well as morally dubious for affirming certain stereotypes and jeopardizing beneficiaries' dignity. The third section then delves into the question of INGOs' accountability, highlighting how INGOs' accountability is normatively problematic as they tend to be more accountable 'upwards' to donors than 'downwards' to their beneficiaries. Next, this essay puts forth the notion that INGOs' problematic representation of and accountability to beneficiaries may be influenced by the institutional setting rife with power relations and various interests in which they are embedded. Last but not least, the essay underscores beneficiaries' opposition of INGOs' representations, which constitutes how their legitimacy claims also cannot be justified on empirical grounds.
Conceptual Definitions
Going beyond the assumption that International Non-Governmental Steffek & Hahn (2010) , global civil society's legitimacy is inextricably linked to a faithful representation of beneficiaries' interests and accountability through which they can justify that what they have done are in the best interests of their beneficiaries'. To be more specific, Steffek and Hahn (2010) argue that 'legitimacy', as a concept, consists of normative and empirical dimensions with the former being defined as representatives' rightful exercise of power and the latter as the support towards representatives from those who are actually being represented.
DISCUSSIONS

NGO Representations
If we zoom in on INGOs' representations of their beneficiaries, a host of normative problems emerge to the fore. As argued by Spivak (1988) saving grace. Although some may regard this paternalistic, 'father-child'-like relationship as healthy and true to the realities on the ground, this essay contends that paternalistic advocacies are deeply problematic. In this context, we can turn to Foucault & Seitter (1977) who argue that discourses are powerful because they produce subjectivitiesinfluencing how people see themselves and how they are understood by others, enabling some whilst weakening others. This essay disagrees with Hudson (2000) who argues that the very act of speaking for others inherently disempowers those on whose behalf we speak. What is problematic is the paternalistic tendencies in those acts of speaking; how they produce meek victim subjects and strip beneficiaries of any form of political agency.
In addition, as Alcoff (1991) argues, despite the 'good' intentions of speakers of discourses which emphasize the notion that beneficiaries as victims, those discourses end up enfeebling as they close off the space through which marginalized beneficiaries can project their own voices. In sum, as Hahn and Holzscheiter (2013) Woman' is an inferior victim who lacks political agency which in turn warrants the superior INGOs for performing vertreten and thus determine the potential solutions which can be undertaken for her issues.
Another critique which this essay directs towards INGOs' representations is how they are morally-dubious as they reproduce certain stereotypes and corrode beneficiaries' dignity whilst obscuring the multidimensional causes of their oppression. We can again take Northern feminist NGOs' advocacy for women as illustrative points. As mentioned before, INGOs commonly ground their advocacy for women in the South on the 'Third World Women' stereotypes which victimizes women in the South and emphasizes 'colored men' as the root cause of their oppression (Mohanty, 1988, p. 61) . As Spivak (1988) sphere which is to be completely separated from market rationale. In Barnett and Weiss' (2011) words, NGOs are "self-appointed guardians of morality and sound conscience" who view themselves as being morally superior and therefore reject other possible alternatives. Going beyond Hahn and Holzscheiter (2013) , this essay regards NGOs as not existing in a political vacuum. Thus, it is imperative for us to examine factors which may be more exogenous in nature. In this regard, it is relevant to refer to Gourevitch and Lake (2012, p. 23) who argued that NGOs operate in an environment occupied by various actors who exert control over NGOs, mainly because they provide funding. NGOs' capability or desire to do ideal representations are thus constrained by the structure in which they are embedded. As an example, donors pour the most compassion and money to advocacies grounded on graphic pictures depicting beneficiaries as helpless, innocent victims (Barnett & Weiss, 2008, p. 119) . Therefore, NGOs' unethical advocacy is a combination of NGOs' own institutional and cultural bias as well as their effort to follow market demands in conducting advocacies or providing relief for their beneficiaries.
NGO Accountability
This relationship between NGOs and their donors ultimately also affect the 'accountability' dimension of their legitimacy claims. As institutions that depend on their beneficiaries for raison d'etre and others (donor governments, firms or individuals) for resources to operate, in principle, NGOs are accountable to a multiplicity of actors.
However, as Gross Stein (Forthcoming 2017, p. 131) conveys, NGOs generally claim that they are ultimately accountable to their beneficiaries. The notion of accountability immediately puts to play a principal-agent relationship. In the context of NGObeneficiaries relationship, theoretically, NGOs should also be agents who fulfill the demands of beneficiaries as their principals. This is not the case, however, as NGOs tend to be more accountable 'upwards' to their many donors and also their institutional wellbeing rather than 'downwards' to their beneficiaries which, as argued before, are perceived as meek victims with no political agency. As Walker and Maxwell (2014) argue, the majority of major INGOs which are deeply involved in humanitarian and development works in the global South are dependent on Northern government donors for their 'bread and butter' -ultimately limiting the parameters within which INGOs can act (Walker, 2009 ). This trend is obviously related to the promotion of neoliberalism by
Western governments since the 1980s, whereby they perceived private actors as being more 'effective', 'efficient' service deliverers who have 'closer relationships' with grassroots beneficiaries rather than governments in the South. The proximity between
INGOs and Northern governments thus raise suspicions that INGOs are mere instruments of Northern governments. To an extent, this was confirmed by Thomas (2008) In addition to continuing to put beneficiaries first, INGOs must also work to fully restore the political agency of beneficiaries who have lost them and eventually enable them to partake in global governance. INGOs need to dismantle their perception of superiority, remove cultural bias and try to understand things from the viewpoint of beneficiaries, as well as resist the constraints imposed by other actors. It is absolutely imperative for
